More on the Iraq crisis, "intelligence failure" 10/7/90 

Early on I said that it simply was not possible that our intelligence and the 
State Department did not know what indicated that Saddam was about to invade Kuwait 
and that if the White House had not been informed, it should have been, and that it 
was likely that some analyst or analysts had prepared memos based on the available 
information, whether or not any such memos were forwarded upward. 

% an oped article in today's Washington Post, "A Wuiek Rewrite Of History^ 
im hoagland confirms what I had also noted, that it had to be an intelligence 
agency, probably the CIA, that told the press it had warned the White House two days 
before the invasion. He also says it was a lie. 
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"The CIA's claim, "on background , “to some news organizations that it gave 
the White House ytimely warnings that ^ddam Hussein was about to swallow Kuwait is a 
particularly troublesome bit of rearranging history, Washington style." He then refers 
to an alleged internal debate "about changing policy toward Kuwait that had to be 
subordinated to more urgent business." 

"Neither of these warnings nor that debate existed," he says. "As Iraq made its 
final preparations to overrun all of Kuwait and capture or eliminate the Arab State's 
ruling family, the CIA was reporting to the White House that the menacing Iraqi buildup 
was intended as political intimidation to force the Kuwaitis to raise their oil prices 
and make territorial concessions to Iraq. The agency did not suggest 48 hours before the 
attack began- as some officials apparently later claimed to the media- that Iraq 
was about to launch a full invasion. Two officials who have had independent access to 
the CIA’s highly classified pre-invasion analysis tell me that the agency continued to 
report right up to the Aug. 2 blitzkrieg tha|^Iraqi troops were likely to move across the 
border and then stop, as a means of pressuringKuwaitis to cede in negotiations." 
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A few paragraphs later: "-Mike most failures to anticipate unwelcome events, the 
H.S. surprise at Iraq's invasion was largely a problem of an existing mindset that shut 
out any facts or interpretationsjfthat contradicted existing policy. There was enough 
information available in the CIA to foresee an invasion - had the Bush White House been 
willing to believe that Saddam was a rapacious thug capable of anything." 

He then goes into other but related matters. I think the last sentence quoted 
above is true, as is what he says about the existing mindset, but he leaves it unclear 
Whether any analyses were prepared by the CIA and not sent to the White ^ouse. tie also 
does not refer to the State department's obligation to make, use and forward such analyses, 
■ftiis is not intended as criticism of Hoagland. He used up the entire column of space 
available to him and he had no room for anything else. I think there can be no doubt, as 
1 indicated earlier, that the CIA had all the information it needed for a prompt and 
correct analysis, and that this information was not limited to the CIA. I saw it as in- 
dicted by what Saddam was saying publiel^&nd without doubt the government had much more 
information. Certainly, for example, from the satellites if not from human sources. 
t 

One interpretation of what he says that I quote immediately ab&ve is what he does 
no# say and can be taken to i$ply,that the CIA did not give the White House such analyses 
because of the White/buse mindset, that Saddam was not up to anything really bad at all. 
Knowing this mindset 'the CIA was not willing to mhke any waves, for itself, for the White 
pious e or for %Lte fiouse policy. H was not willing to report what proved the policy wrong, 
regardless of the consequences, fearing that the White House would not welcome such 
analyses. I said this in a different way in saying that on the lower level analyses had 
to have been made but were not forwarded. 



I belj^ve that bearing on^this is my not inconsiderable experience with official 
claims to "nataonal security” a^s the basis for withholdingAinf ormat ion. Without any 
exception that I can remember, once any of this withheld information was provided there 
was no content that was properly classified and there was no question of what normally 
is called "national security" information. Without any exception 1 can recall, other than 
some instances of mereltj withholding to stonewall, the phony national security claim was 
asserted to frustrate embarrassment to officialdom. ’fLit-c G>f~ 

The CIA might have been embarrassed and it would have embarrassed the White 
/rbuse had it provided the really essential information it did have that was counter 
to this mindset and Push’s policy, 

it did not want to be the messenger bearing the unpleasant news but it has the 
obligation of being just that - if it intends to meet its obligation. So, it did not 
meet its obligation, and look what followed! Of course it may well have been that the 
CIA had the seme mindset and preferred the same policy. 

Absent an existing hot war it is difficult to imagine any more dangerous situation 
than one in which the CIA does not report the imminence of a shooting war when it lias the 
information indicating that shooting is about to sAjjart, after the invasion it s hould 
and could have predicted and didn$t. It used to b? proud of boasting that it was the 
country's first line of defense. It certainly wasn t here! 

Besides which it is a sufficient indictment of the Bush “hite Mouse and of him if 
he read the papers at all that neither he nor his staff perceived that Saddam was up to 
something, was making public preparations for it, and that it was vital for US interests 
for the White Mouse to be fully and accurately informed and prepared for any eventuality 

According to Hoagland the CIA did tell the *'hite Mouse what was not true, and that 
m^de the mindset even more dangerous. It saad that he would merely cross the border to 
intimidate Kuwait. 

( Jn the top paragraph x do not intend to suggest that the CIA's memos Hoagland 
refers to were not properly classified. Contemporaneously they were, depending on 
whether they drew §n secret intelligence sources that had to be protected, they did not 
have to continue classified after Saddam invaded Kuwait. ) 

What this makes clear is that the CIA functioned as an arm of policy rather than 
as an intelligence agency. For an intelligence agency to do this is to invite a national 
disaster and that is what we got for it. This is consistent with the CIA's history I once 
described by saying that for it nothing succeeds like failure - and it has a very long 
list of failures that .resulted ify its being made larger, with larger and larger appro- 
priations for more falures. 
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his X- K X K i article is also commentary on the press. It has been quite some time, 

at least in daily-newspaper terms, since the CIA's leaking of this misinformation in- 

tended, in FBI terms, to cover its ass. Us a former agent once told me, "the first law 
is cover the Bureau's ass, the second is cover your own.") In that time there has not 

been any news account of the fact that the CIA lied to and misled the press. Sfjose to 

which it xeaked, including the Los Angeles *fimes , should have gone around asking questions 
as Hoagland did. Also such commentary is the fact that Bush was not asked any relevant 
question at any press conference after the CIA's leaking. Only a prAss that considers it- 
self part of national policy would not have asked Bush and others. 

And this, too, is why we have and will have this u ulf crisis. 



